The early modern dramatic paratext is a rich and varied repository of tributes to patrons and readers, where dramatists negotiated or parodied their attitudes towards dramatic publication and their reliance on the medium of print as a source of income and literary reputation. However, the lack of signed dedications or addresses to the reader in the early editions of Shakespeare's plays has deflected critical and editorial attention from early modern dramatic paratexts and from the significance of other paratextual features in Shakespeare, including title-pages, head titles, running titles and act and scene divisions. This article shows that a close analysis of some of these features and a contrastive analysis of Shakespearian and non-Shakespearian early modern playbooks lend fresh insight into what we mean by 'Shakespeare' and 'text' and how the texts of Shakespeare's plays are edited and re-presented to the modern reader.
Critical and editorial neglect of paratextual features in the early editions of Shakespeare's plays is also due to the enduring legacy of the New Bibliography. One crucial aspect of this legacy is the common tendency to identify the printer's copy rather than the printed text as the ultimate source of textual authority. As a result, all those features that were added to the printer's copy as the dramatic manuscript was transmitted into print and transformed into a reading text tend to be overlooked. The paradox of course is that no dramatic manuscripts used as printer's copy to set up early modern playbooks have survived.
1 Scholars interested in Shakespeare and performance often criticize the 'tyranny of print'.
2 Ironically, the study of Shakespeare in print has also been deeply affected by the 'tyranny of the lost manuscript'. This understanding of the printed text as a misrepresentation of the printer's copy, combined with the absence of any address or dedication signed by Shakespeare, has in turn led to a near-universal misconception of the paratext as marginal, dispensable, occasional, fundamentally different and ultimately detachable from the text.
Even the more familiar types of theatrical paratexts, such as prologues, epilogues, presenters and choruses, are regarded as inherently different and separate from the main body of the dramatic S O N I A M A S S A I dialogue, or the text of the play. Early modern theatrical paratexts may indeed have been detachable from the plays in performance. According to Tiffany Stern, prologues and epilogues were meant 'for new plays and, more specifically, for new plays before their benefit performance'.
3 But prologues and epilogues, along with title-pages, dedications, addresses, dedicatory poems, lists of dramatis personae and errata, postscripts and colophons, were certainly not detachable, nor were they meant to be detached from the printed playbooks which originally included them. It is certainly true that preliminaries were often printed last and on independent units or sub-units of paper. This practice was, however, driven by the practical challenge of castingoff the printer's copy before the presswork started rather than by any difference in the perceived status of prefatory materials when compared to the rest of the text. And it is certainly true that early modern playwrights occasionally maximized their chances to secure patronage by adding dedications only to presentation copies 4 or by using the same edition to woo different patrons.
5 But the presence or absence of a dedication or any other paratextual feature has a significant impact on how the playbook presents itself to the reader. Well known is the alternative presentation of Troilus and Cressida 'As it was acted by the Kings Maiesties seruants at the Globe' or as 'a new play, neuer stal'd with the Stage, neuer clapper-clawd with the palmes of the vulger' ( ¶2) in the two issues of the 1609 edition. As John Jowett has most recently put it, the two issues of Troilus and Cressida turn the play into 'a cultural object that exists in relation to posited readers . . . the regular purchaser of plays from the Globe [and] the coterie readership that the reset preliminaries seem to court'.
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Even more crucially, early modern theatrical paratexts cannot always be disentangled from the text. In Summers Last Will and Testament (STC 18376, 1600), the opening stage direction reads as follows: 'Enter Will Summers in his fooles coate but halfe on, comming out' (B1). The actor is half-dressed and not quite ready to play Tudor jester Will Sommers. The actor is also reluctant to play his role as presenter, or prologue: 'Other stately pac't Prologues vse to attire themselues within: I that haue a toy in my head, more then ordinary, and vse to goe without money, without garters, without girdle, without a hat-band, without poynts to my hose, without a knife to my dinner, and make so much vse of this word without, in euery thing, will here dresse me with-out' (B1). The actor is most obviously 'without' the fictive world of Nashe's masque when he, 'a foole by nature', playing Will Sommers, a fool 'by arte', proclaims to be speaking to the audience 'in the person of the Idiot our Playmaker' (my emphasis, B1) The actor continues to stay 'without' the masque by acting as a disparaging commentator -he calls the masque a 'dry sport' (D1) and confesses half way through that 'I was almost asleep; I thought I had bene at a Sermon' (C1 v ). But he also interacts with the characters, most memorably when Bacchus forces him to drink and knights him by dubbing him with his 'black Iacke' (D2 . The Chorus of course used to be a character in Greek tragedy, where it originated, and it is still primarily a character in plays like Gorboduc, which self-consciously imitates classical models. The Chorus in Henry V is similarly a character, but it is also actor and authorial persona, prologue, epilogue and presenter.
One further feature of Nashe's masque seems enlightening when thinking about 'Shakespeare', 'text' and 'paratext'. Towards the end of his first speech, Will Sommers delivers the following lesson to the actors:
Actors, you Rogues, come away, cleare your throats, blowe your noses, and wype your mouthes e're you enter, that you may take no occasion to spit or to cough, when you are non plus. And this I barre ouer and besides, That none of you stroake your beardes, to make action, play with your cod-piece poynts, or stãd fumbling on your buttons, when you know not how to bestow your fingers (B2).
This lesson to the actors is delivered by a presenterepilogue-authorial persona-character in the opening speech of Nashe's masque. Hamlet's lesson to the actors -'Speake the speech I pray you as I pronoun'd [sic] it to you, trippingly on the tongue' (Q2, G3 v , STC 22276) 7 -is delivered in character and half-way through the play. However, both distinctions -within or without the fictive world of the play, within or without the printed text of the play -are often unhelpful.
Our readiness to endorse these distinctions is intimately connected to the etymology of the very word we use to describe the paratext. The etymology of the word 'paratext' implies a spatial dislocation, meaning 'next to, by the side of, beside' (OED) the text. Gérard Genette's influential definition of paratext as a 'threshold, or "vestibule" that offers the world at large the possibility of either stepping inside or turning back', or as a 'transitional zone between text and beyond text', 8 reinforces distinctions that are quite simply inadequate and counterproductive when applied to early modern printed playbooks.
9 As much as early modern Genette's definition is neither misleading nor anachronistic in relation to other types of early modern paratexts. According to Wendy Wall, for example, the shift from manuscript to print for the circulation of sixteenth-century sonnet sequences and poetic miscellanies often led their predominantly male authors to 'convey a sense of social scandal by naming publication in terms of spatial metaphors' and their publications 'as ladies lavishly displayed to a public audience' (The Imprint of Gender: Authorship and Publication in the English Renaissance (Ithaca, NY and London, 1993), pp. 180-1). The sense of disclosure and voyeuristic exposure of intimate spaces and bodies to the gaze of the reader would certainly seem to be in keeping with the wider circulation which was suddenly afforded by print to texts which were previously reserved for the eyes of a few select readers. Spatial metaphors -the threshold or the vestibule -therefore work well to describe the sense of 'social scandal' brought about by the printing of this type of texts for a multitude of anonymous readers. The publication of commercial drama evoked quite an opposite set of anxieties, as scholars of Jonson, Chapman and Webster, among others, know full well. (STC 4970-3, 1605) . The likelihood that Shakespeare's popularity was on the wane is also remote, given the sheer number of apocryphal plays attributed either to 'W.S' or to 'W. Shakespeare' in the first decade of the seventeenth century and the prominence accorded to Shakespeare's name and reputation in all the Jacobean editions of his plays and poems.
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and 1612, and that all of these plays and masques were then included in the 1616 Folio, except for The Case is Altered (STC 14757, 1609) and, unsurprisingly, Eastward Ho!
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A different explanation for the drastic drop in the number of new editions of Shakespeare's plays printed after 1603 can be found on the title-pages of the early playbooks. If the impulse to commit Shakespeare's plays to print had come primarily from Shakespeare or his company, Shakespeare's name would have featured consistently on title-pages starting from 1598, when, as Erne puts it, '"Shakespeare", the author of dramatic texts, was born.'
18 However, Shakespeare's name is absent not only from the title-page of two 'bad' quartos, namely the first and second editions of Henry V (STC 22289, 1600; STC 22290, 1602), but also from the second edition of Romeo and Juliet, where the title-page goes as far as advertising the text as 'Newly corrected, augmented, and amended' (STC 22323, 1599), but does not mention Shakespeare. What is strikingly consistent is the correlation between some stationers and the inclusion or exclusion of Shakespeare's name on title-pages. For 
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The title-pages of Wise's editions highlight another interesting correlation between Shakespeare's name and the name of his patron. The Lord Chamberlain's name features on thirteen title-pages of plays printed in the late 1590s/early 1600s and ten of these plays are by Shakespeare and nine were published by Wise.
26 Furthermore, as I have established elsewhere, Andrew Wise published the work of two other main authors beside Shakespeare, viz. Thomas Nashe and Thomas Playfere, and all three of them were under the direct patronage and protection of George Carey, Lord Chamberlain between 1597 and 1603.
27 So far, royal and aristocratic patronage has been identified as having a beneficial influence on the development of early English drama in performance. 28 The early editions of Shakespeare's plays show that royal and aristocratic patronage had a similarly beneficial influence on the development of early English drama in print. This conclusion would seem to tally with David Bergeron's observation that dedications to royal and aristocratic patrons increased in printed playbooks in the 1630s, when dramatic publication was most buoyant.
29 Ironically, 'the change of reign and patron', 30 the one explanation rejected by Erne as 'far-fetched', seems to me entirely plausible. The evidence provided by paratextual features in early playbooks supports what we have known for a long time: that the thrifty Elizabeth made plays rather than masques the staple feature of Court entertainments;
31 that Elizabeth introduced a conventional 'reward' for the actors on top of the standard payment, a custom which was no longer observed by members of James's family, who watched plays at the standard rate; 32 that George Carey was a patron of the arts, but that Thomas Howard, Lord Chamberlain from 1603, never took the slightest interest in the actors; and that the deficit the Chamber Treasury routinely ran under James very nearly wiped the Revels Office out of existence in 1607. 33 The frequency of new editions up to 1602-3 and the connection between the emergence of Shakespeare's name in print and aristocratic patronage would therefore seem to suggest that Shakespeare regarded dramatic publication targeted at a relatively small number of select readers as an extension of his services to his patron and the small number of select spectators who, by the sheer act of watching his plays, turned them from popular to courtly entertainment.
Shakespeare was no Jonson. Positing a Shakespeare who saw the stage and the page as opportunities directly related to his position as a company man, as a Lord Chamberlain's Man, makes more sense than positing a Shakespeare who singlemindedly willed his plays into print. In turn, understanding Shakespeare as a company man, as first and second quarto editions of Edward III (STC 7501, 1596; STC 7502, 1599). 25 The only exception is the first quarto edition of 1 Henry IV (STC 22280, 1598; this edition was preceded by an earlier edition, generally referred to as Q0, of which only quire C is extant, STC 22279a), which was entered in 
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What interests me, of course, is the epilogue and why this interesting specimen of theatrical paratext seems to have been all but forgotten.
Lo here the end of lawlesse trecherie, Of vsurpation and ambitious pride, And they that for their priuate amours dare Turmoile our land, and see their broiles abroach, Let them be warned by these premisses, And as a woman was the onely cause That ciuill discord was then stirred vp, So let vs pray for that renowned mayd, That eight and thirtie yeares the scepter swayd, In quiet peace and sweet felicitie, And euery wight that seekes her graces smart, wold that this sword wer pierced in his hart.
This epilogue, a tribute to the Queen universally ascribed to the reviser 'W.S.', was very possibly written for a revival of the play at Court by the Queen's Men, with whom Shakespeare is likely to have been connected before he became a Lord Chamberlain's Man. I again agree with Tucker Brooke when he claims that 'there is no question connected with Locrine which is less worth the settling' than whether Shakespeare wrote this epilogue.
36 What is crucial is not the authenticity of this epilogue, but the fact that it was ascribed to 'W. S.', that contemporary readers would have associated those initials with William Shakespeare more readily than with any other known playwrights or writers in the mid-1590s, and that we do not seem to take the slightest interest in the significance of this attribution. This blind spot may be due to our expectation of what Shakespeare's debut in print should have looked like: 'W. S.' is not a literary dramatist self-consciously using the medium of print for the sole purpose of shaping his literary reputation; 'W. S.' is a popular dramatist whose name is for the first time deemed attractive enough to entice readers to buy the edition of an older play. 'W. S.' is also connected to the one section of the text that draws attention to the 'here and now', to the time of publication, by eulogizing the 'eight and thirty years' of Elizabeth's reign. In other words, this 'W. S.' is interestingly in keeping with the William Shakespeare who as a company man would continue to regard the stage and the page as extensions of his service to his patron, possibly as a member of the Queen's Men 
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first and then more prominently as a member of the Chamberlain's Men.
Paying attention to one other paratextual feature, which is often acritically adopted and reproduced by modern editors of Shakespeare, namely act and scene divisions, does not only challenge the simplistic distinction between 'text' and 'paratext' or what we think we mean by Shakespeare -literary dramatist versus company man -but also how we edit Shakespeare for the modern reader. Positing that Shakespeare was a company man rather than a literary dramatist does not mean that the texts of the plays preserved in the early playbooks necessarily reflect theatrical practice. Act and scene divisions, for example, need to be carefully reconsidered as being the product of printing house, rather than playhouse, practices.
In 'The Structure of Performance: Act-Intervals in the London Theatres, 1576-1642', Gary Taylor established that children's companies started using intervals from at least 1599 and that all adult companies had also adopted this convention by roughly 1616, 37 and some of them from as early as 1607-10. 38 Taylor reached this conclusion by arguing that, since all children's plays printed after 1599 and all plays printed after 1616 include act divisions, act divisions in these plays must reflect theatrical practice rather than a more gradual change in the social and literary status of playbooks or a change in printing conventions. 39 According to Taylor it was 'the first acquisition of a private theatre by an adult company', the King's Men acquiring the Blackfriars in 1608, that prompted the adult companies to abandon continuous playing in favour of 'the more academic Renaissance convention of a formal division into five acts'. 40 Taylor also specified that '[o]f plays written in 1642 or before, but first printed in 1616 or after, only nine are printed without a division into five Acts'. 41 Interestingly seven of the nine exceptions are Folio plays in the second half of the volume: 2 and 3 Henry VI, Romeo and Juliet, Hamlet, Troilus and Cressida, Timon of Athens, and Antony and Cleopatra. 42 Erratic division in plays in the first half of the volume, including Shrew and Henry V, also suggests editorial intervention aimed at imposing a formal structure onto plays meant for continuous performance. More generally, act divisions in the Folio suggest potential editorial intervention at least as far as the middle of the Histories section. Every play included in the Comedies section, for example, is divided despite the fact that twelve of them predate the acquisition of the Blackfriars. Taylor is confident that most comedies 'were set from late transcripts, or from quartos which had been annotated with reference to a prompt-book' and that 'their divisions are, at least presumptively, theatrical in origin'. 43 I have argued elsewhere that changes in the text of the dialogue, speech prefixes and stage directions in at least two Folio comedies -Love's Labour's Lost and Much Ado About Nothing -reflect the typical pattern of local changes introduced by light annotation of the printer's copy for the press rather than consultation of a theatrical manuscript. 44 I would now like to suggest that act and scene divisions in some Folio comedies may also reflect editorial rather than theatrical practice.
Andrew Gurr has argued that only The Tempest, the first play grouped with the other 'comedies' in the Folio, 'shows unequivocal evidence that it was conceived with act breaks in mind'. According to Gurr, Some . . . pause, at least for music, must have been designed to intervene between Acts 4 and 5 . . . . Prospero and Ariel leave the stage together at the end of Act 4 and enter together again to open Act 5. . . . He has the same characters leaving and re-entering like this in none of his other plays. For that reason if no other it is clear that he had the Blackfriars in mind, not the Globe, when he wrote The Tempest.
